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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 2 and 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Woolard et al. in view of Schienbein et al. (US Patent No. 6,738,692). 

With regard to a plurality of sensors associated with one or more loads, as shown 
in claim 1, Woolard et al. teach receiving meter data from meters in a facilities (col. 3, 
line 61 - col. 4, line 6; col. 5, lines 1-29; col. 5, line 45 - col. 6, line 22). With regard to a 
load control component that has a waveform analyzer component that receives data 
from the sensors and determines power data that is utilized to determine the rate of 
energy distributed to the load, Woolard et al. teach an energy manager that tracks 
energy usage and finds trends and performs load shape analysis (functions of a 
waveform analyzer) and generates energy rate scenarios using the data (col. 5, line 45 - 
col. 6, line 22). 

Woolard et al. do not teach that the load control component regulates the rate of 
energy utilized by the load, as shown in claim 1 . Schienbein et al. teach a power 
controller to control power quality and power flow (col. 2, line 63 - col. 3, line 8). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the energy management system, as taught by Woolard et al., to include 
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a power controller, as taught by Schienbein et al., because then energy control would 
have been automatic (Woolard et al., col. 1, lines 5-8). 

Woolard et al. do not teach that the control component and the waveform 
analyzer component are connected and communicate via a backplane, as shown in 
claim 2, or an input component that converts input signals to backplane signals, as 
shown in claim 6. Schienbein et al. teach an energy management system that uses a 
backplane to connect components (col. 4, lines 39-51). Schienbein et al. teach 
converting signals on the backplane (col. 8, line 7 - col. 9, line 67). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the energy management system, as taught by Woolard et al., to include a backplane 
and converting signals to backplane signals, as taught by Schienbein et al,, because 
then management of dispersed power generation would have been facilitated 
(Schienbein et al. col. 1 , line 42 - col. 2, line 10). 

With regard to the load control component communicating with other load control 
components to determine a load control strategy, as shown in claim 7, Woolard et al. 
teach the energy management system includes a central server in communication with 
other servers (col. 7, line 26 - col. 8, line 25). With regard to determining the control 
strategy based upon data captured by the plurality of sensors, as shown in claim 8, 
Woolard et al. teach an energy manager that tracks energy usage and finds trends and 
performs load shape analysis (functions of a waveform analyzer) and generates energy 
rate scenarios using the data (col. 5, line 45 - col. 6, line 22). With regard to collecting 
data relating to the health of the load and using data to determine power data, as shown 
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in claims 9 and 10, Woolard et al. teach an energy manager that tracks energy usage 
and finds trends and performs load shape analysis (functions of a waveform analyzer) 
and generates energy rate scenarios using the data (col. 5, line 45 - col. 6, line 22). 

3. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Woolard et al. in view of Schienbein et al. as applied to claim 2 above, and further in 
view of Holle et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2004/0150384). 

Woolard et al. and Schienbein et al. teach all the limitations of claim 2 upon 
which claims 3 and 4 depend. Woolard et al. and Schienbein et al. do not teach a 
printed circuit board (PCB) with the waveform analyzer, a processor and memory, as 
shovwi in claims 3 and 4. Holle et al. teach a measurement module that measures 
power data and calculates energy consumption and includes a printed circuit board with 
a processor and memory (pars. 69, 70; Fig. 8). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the energy 
management combination, as taught by Woolard et al. and Schienbein et al., to include 
a PCB with a processor and a memory, as taught by Holle et al., because then the 
measurement module would have been easily connected or disconnected for 
enhancement in the measurement module (Holle, et al., pars. 16, 17). 

4. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Woolard 
et al. in view of Schienbein et al. and Holle et al. as applied to claim 4 above, and 
further in view of Ehlers et al. (US Patent Application Publication 2001/0010032). 

Woolard et al., Schienbein et al. and Holle et al. teach all the limitations of claim 
4 upon which claim 5 depends. Woolard et al., Schienbein et al. and Holle et al. do not 
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teach that the processor time stamps the data as it is received and stores it in memory, 
as shown in claim 5. Ehlers et al. teach storing energy data with a timestamp (pars. 72, 
74). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the energy management combination, as taught by 
Woolard et aL, Schienbein et al. and Holle et al. to include a timestamp for data, as 
taught by Ehlers et al., because then energy management based on demand that 
depends on the time of day would have been facilitated (Ehlers et al., pars. 3-5). 
5. Claims 11, 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Forth et al. (US Patent No. 2002/0120521 ) in view of Wilson et al. (US Patent 
Application Publication 2003/00187550). 

With regard to a plurality of sensors associated with one or more machines, as 
shown in claim 11, Forth et al. teach meters that measure data related to energy 
consumption (par. 26). With regard to a programmable logic controller (PLC) that 
collects data from the sensors and determines the power to be distributed based at 
least in part upon metered data generated by a waveform analyzer component using 
data from the sensors, as shown in claim 1 1 , Forth et al. teach a PLC that detects and 
quantifies power data and uses the data for control (pars. 23, 25, 26. 29). 

Forth et al. do not teach regulating the power based upon metered data 
generated by a waveform analyzer, as shown in claim 1 1 . Wilson et al. teach a 
controller that responds to data received from sensors in a meter (pars. 31 , 32). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the energy management PLC, as taught by Forth et al., to include a 
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controller responsive to sensor data, as taught by Wilson et al., because then power 
usage would have been managed and controlled for efficiency (Forth et al., par. 6; 
Wilson et al., par. 3). 

With regard to determining how power is distributed, as shown in claim 16, Forth 
et al. teach measuring power data (pars. 26, 29). With regard to a waveform analyzer 
inside the PLC processor module, as shown in claim 17, Forth et al. teach a PLC that 
detects and quantifies power data and uses the data for control (pars. 25, 26. 29). With 
regard to inputting parameters relating to the health of each machine, as shown in claim 
17, Forth et al. teach a PLC that detects and quantifies power data and uses the data 
for control (pars. 23, 25, 26. 29). 

6. Claims 12-14 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Forth et al. in view of Wilson et al., as applied to claims 11 and 17, and further in 
view of Schienbein et al. 

Forth et al. and Wilson et al. teach all the limitations of claim 1 1 upon which 
claims 12-14 and 19 depend. Further with regard to PLC based card with a processor 
and a data storage device, as shown in claim 14, Forth et al. teach a processor and 
memory (par. 25). Forth et al. and Wilson et al. do not teach a PLC based card located 
on the PLC backplane, as shown in claims 12 and 13, or a PLC processor and 
waveform analyzer connected and communicating via a backplane, as shown in claim 
19. Schienbein et al. teach an energy management system that uses a backplane to 
connect components (col. 4, lines 39-51). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the energy 
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management PLC combination, as taught by Forth et al. and Wilson et al., to include a 
backplane, as taught by Schienbein et al., because then management of dispersed 
power generation would have been facilitated (Schienbein et al. col. 1, line 42 - col. 2, 
line 10). 

7, Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Forth et 
al. in view of Wilson et al. and Schienbein et al., as applied to claim 14 above, and 
further in view of Ehlers et al. 

Forth et al., Wilson et al. and Schienbein et al. teach all the limitations of claim 14 
upon which claim 15 depends. Forth et al., Wilson et al. and Schienbein et al. do not 
teach time stamping data as it is received and storing the data in a sequence of events 
table, as shown in claim 15. Ehlers et al. teach storing energy data with a timestamp 
(pars. 72, 74). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the energy management combination, as taught by 
Forth et al., Wilson et al. and Schienbein et al., to include a timestamp for data, as 
taught by Ehlers et al., because then energy management based on demand that 
depends on the time of day would have been facilitated (Ehlers et al., pars. 3-5). 

8. Claims 20, 22 and 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ehlers et al. in view of Schienbein et al. 

With regard to receiving data from one or more sensors associated with one or 
more loads, as shown in claim 20, Ehlers et al. teach a plurality of load sensing modules 
(par. 58). With regard to time-stamping and storing the data from the sensors, as 
shown in claim 20, Ehlers et al. teach storing the data with a time stamp (pars. 72, 74). 
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With regard to utilizing the time stamped data and energy algorithms to meter a load, as 
shown in claim 20, Ehiers et al. teach producing a meter table with the measured data 
(pars. 73, 74). 

Ehiers et al. do not teach transferring the data to a backplane device, as shown 
in claim 20. Schienbein et al. teach an energy management system that uses a 
backplane to connect components (col. 4, lines 39-51). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the energy 
management system, as taught by Ehiers et al., to include a backplane, as taught by 
Schienbein et a!., because then management of dispersed power generation would 
have been facilitated (Schienbein et al. col. 1 , line 42 - col. 2, line 10). 

With regard to determining total energy consumed by a load of a given period, as 
shown in claim 22, Ehiers et al. teach determining energy consumption (par. 74). With 
regard to measuring a power factor, as shown in claim 24, Ehiers et al. teach 
determining a power factor (par. 69). With regard to a computer readable medium with 
computer executable instructions, as shown in claim 26, Ehiers et al. teach a computer 
with software for energy management (par. 58). 

Woolard et al. do not teach a backplane device that is a waveform analyzer 
device on a removable circuit board, as shown in claim 25. Schienbein et al. teach a 
backplane with connections for energy management and power conversion modules 
(col. 4, lines 39-51 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the energy management system, as taught by 
Woolard et al., to include a backplane with connections for energy management and 
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power conversion modules, as taught by Schienbein et al., because then management 
of dispersed power generation would have been facilitated (Schienbein et al. col. 1 , line 
42-coL 2, line 10). 

9, Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehlers et 
al. in view of Schienbein et al. as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of Hart 
(US Patent No. 5,995,911). 

Ehlers et al. and Schienbein et al. teach all the limitations of claim 20 upon which 
claim 21 depends. Ehlers et al. and Schienbein et al. do not teach that sensed data is 
limited to volts, amperes and watts, as shown in claim 21 . Hart teaches measuring only 
volts and amperes from which watts can be easily calculated (col. 5, lines 17-31). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the energy management combination, as taught by Ehlers et al. and 
Schienbein et al., to include measuring only volts and amperes, as taught by Hart, 
because then fewer sensors and measurement hardware would have been needed. 

10. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ehlers et 
al. in view of Schienbein et al. as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of 
Hubbard et al. (US Patent No. 6,094,622). 

Ehlers et al. and Schienbein et al. teach all the limitations of claim 20 upon which 
claim 23 depends. Ehlers et al. and Schienbein et al. do not teach measuring harmonic 
distortion, as shown in claim 23. Hubbard et al. teach measuring harmonic distortion 
(col. 4, line 58 - col. 5, line 3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify the energy management combination. 
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as taught by Ehlers et al. and Schienbein et al., to include measuring harmonic 
distortion, as taught by Hubbard et a!., because then power consumption would have 
been better characterized and controlled. 

1 1 . Claims 27, 28 and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Woolard et al. In view of Schienbein et al. and Holle et al. 

With regard to retrieving load data from one or more sensing devices, as shown 
in claim 27, Woolard et al. teach receiving meter data from meters in a facilities (col. 3, 
line 61 - col. 4, line 6; col. 5, lines 1-29; col. 5, line 45 - col. 6, line 22). With regard to 
deriving energy data using a microprocessor and load data and determining a load 
control strategy, as shown in claim 27, Woolard et al. teach an energy manager that 
tracks energy usage and finds trends and performs load shape analysis (functions of a 
waveform analyzer) and generates energy rate scenarios using the data (col. 5, line 45 - 
col. 6, line 22). 

Woolard et al. do not teach that the microprocessor is located on a PC B in a slot 
of a backplane or controlling loads, as shown in claim 27. Schienbein et al. teach an 
energy management system that uses a backplane to connect components and a 
power controller to control power quality and power flow (col. 2, line 63 - col. 3, line 8; 
col. 4, lines 39-51 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the energy management system, as taught by 
Woolard et al., to include a backplane and a power controller, as taught by Schienbein 
et al., because then management of dispersed power generation would have been 
facilitated (Schienbein et al. col. 1, line 42 - col. 2, line 10). 
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Holle et al. teach a measurement module that measures power data and 
calculates energy consumption and includes a printed circuit board with a processor 
and memory (pars. 69, 70; Fig. 8). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the energy management, as taught 
by Woolard et al., to include a PCB with a processor and a memory, as taught by Holle 
et aL, because then the measurement module would have been easily connected or 
disconnected for enhancement in the measurement module (Holle et a!., pars. 16, 17). 

With regard to communicating energy data over a network and collaborating with 
multiple controllers to develop a distributed control strategy for a plurality of loads, as 
shown in claim 28, Woolard et al. teach communicating with servers and receiving data 
from multiple facilities and energy management in all the facilities (col. 7, line 26 - col. 8, 
line 25). With regard to measuring power factor, as shown in claim 30, Woolard et al. 
teach measuring power factor (col. 5, line 45 - col. 6, line 22). With regard to a 
computer readable medium with computer executable instructions, as shown in claim 
32, Woolard et al. teach a computer with software for energy management (col. 5, lines 
30-44). 

Woolard et al. do not teach loads that are controlled by output devices connected 
to a backplane, as shown in claim 31. Schienbein et al. teach an energy management 
system that uses a backplane to connect components (col. 4, lines 39-51 ). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the energy management system, as taught by Woolard et al., to include a 
backplane, as taught by Schienbein et al., because then management of dispersed 
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power generation would have been facilitated (Schienbein et al. col. 1 , line 42 - col. 2, 
line 10). 

12. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Woolard 
et al. in view of Schienbein et al. and Holle et al. as applied to claim 27 above, and 
further in view of Hart. 

Woolard et al., Schienbein et al. and Holle et al. teach all the limitations of claim 
27 upon which claim 29 depends. Woolard et al., Schienbein et al. and Holle et al. do 
not teach that sensed data is limited to volts, amperes and watts, as shown in claim 29. 
Hart teaches measuring only volts and amperes from which watts can be easily 
calculated (col. 5, lines 17-31). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify the energy management combination, 
as taught by Woolard et al., Schienbein et al. and Holle et al., to include measuring only 
volts and amperes, as taught by Hart, because then fewer sensors and measurement 
hardware would have been needed. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

13. Claim 18 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments filed 9 May 2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 
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With regard to claim 1, Applicant states that the cited passages of Woolard et al. 
merely disclose measuring of energy data from utility meters in the facility and do not 
teach or suggest a plurality of sensors associated with one or more loads. Woolard et 
al. teach meters that measure the energy usage, which would require sensors (Woolard 
et al., col. 5, line 45 - col. 6, line 22). With regard to claim 1 1 , similarly, Forth et al. 
teaches meters that measure power (par. 6). 

With regard to claim 27, Applicant states that the references do not disclose 
alone or in combination a microprocessor located on a printed circuit board inserted in a 
slot on a backplane. Applicant submits that the rejection is piecemeal and that one 
skilled in the art would not have arrived at such a combination unless guided by 
hindsight reading of the subject disclosure. However, as shown above, Holle teaches a 
PCB with plugs that connect to sockets (par. 70). Schienbein teaches a backplane 
used for connecting other circuits (col. 4, lines 39-51 ). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the energy 
management, as taught by Woolard et al., to include a PCB with a processor and a 
memory, as taught by Holle et al., because then the measurement module would have 
been easily connected or disconnected for enhancement in the measurement module 
(Holle et al., pars. 16, 17). Further, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the energy management system, 
as taught by Woolard et al., to include a backplane, as taught by Schienbein et al., 
because then management of dispersed power generation would have been facilitated 
(Schienbein et al. col. 1, line 42 - col. 2, line 10). One of ordinary skill would have been 
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motivated to use the backplane, as taught by Schienbein et al, to connect the PCB, as 
taught by Holle et al., to gain the benefits of modular components. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Manuel L. Barbee whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2212. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 9-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marc S. Hoff can be reached on 571-272-2216. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 




Manuel L. Barbee 

Examiner 
Art Unit 2857 



mlb 

June 2, 2006 



